Public costs — environmental momnitoring and enforcement

How could environmental compliance be enforced, given that the California Department :i Pj‘sl?
and Game (CDFG) and NMFS have had steady, repeated budget cuts over the past decade?

ready a lack of effective enforcement all along California’s coast is a serious limiting factor in

preventing illegal take of sea creatures. Between 1990 and 1995 alone, funding to CDFG drop- G434-20.1

4%
ped 60 pereent, to 33 million per year;® in 1995 alone, NMFS enfu;fer;iz?jl :ntzﬂGﬁer}ztigﬁ;
y hat “[e]nforcement by Fis eally,
Even as of 1996, the Sacramento BEee reported t ’ e e
i i i . (Sece the series of articles in
ininal:"® and since then it has continued to lr.:lacma‘se i q . !
?:rl.g:'r:::; Bee entitled “Pacific Blues” for further discussion of funding cuthacks; t;:;. Maliba
Marine Refuge Bill may also have documentation of these budget cutbacks, up to 1997).

Considering the general retrenchment of State and Federal _funding,_it appears 1h;.t it wn;ltdol;e
impossible or irresponsible to permit any activity that required n_mmtarmg aor enforcem

environmental compliance. The govemments have proven unwilling or unable to provide the
necessary resources.

In the event of a disaster (spill, explosion, etc.), how rfmch puﬁ:lx;{cur;igg &nﬁ :i ;:;qa:pnr::r ftccr,r
anse, clean-up, mitigation, compensation, etc.:

?;;rﬁ?:uychmcgmmt shnulg. as they are foresecable. I've been told [I:-_ut h:‘we not t:onﬁrmf;.‘l}

that the Applicant’s insurance would cover omly a fraction of the potential kinds and amoun

of damage. The public should know more about this important aspect of the project.

G434-21

Public costs — Security A,
! deploys sea marshals to ov led

EC observes that “The Coast Guard now also _

E:;\Emcmst vessels such as LNG tankers. P‘urll;efrrmno_te. th':‘: ﬁms:h (3:1:1]:1-2 E!?:s :‘eé::;s:;:vmg

i i val so

LNG ships to provide a 96-hour advance nolice ir arrivi hat th .

conduct :6 ten'gnsm risk assessment and put in place ap;_:ropnatc nuu_g,anm !:-_:Iore ﬂ;cﬁ;l::gst -

reaches the shipping channel."s! How could this conceivably be achieved — in term

feasibility — in the case of two tankers amiving every three days?

BHP Billifon's own cosis

i g -benefits, ignoring consider-
is incomplete even with respect to BHPE's own cost i
Z;P:nfglfssgc?ﬂcr lifr!e in its projected earnings calculations.5? For one thing, government and

G434-23

Pacifi i i Califoenion per year) One marins scientist
4R " L 23, ot A28, (This amount 15 equivalent to 11 cents pl:-: i i & N
maf;';ﬁ'm Wiarine Refuges for over 2 1/2 years has reported that “(iln all that time, we Liave zero sightings of (state)
1! i i
% i at A3
Fxh and Game Wardens," Pacific Blues, Dec. 22, = -
for the 216,700 sq. mi. waters under
W pocific Blues, Dee, 24, 8t A4, NMF3 Thas only mment’nmn:muwmmm iy gt - .
jusisdiction off the const of Califormia; coly one of these agent is respansitiie edernl waters berween
Mexico and Menterey, Pacifc Blues, Dec. T2, at A29.
50 pacific Blies, Dec. 24, ol Ad,
A i i i jection. In places, siatemants
52 The application dots not provide a quantity projection associated with mem% oy msy "
are mads like (CPA 3-1) "LNG receipts for first 2 years Mﬂmmﬁﬁ'm i st mwml AT
riedze] 4 income staternent gives yearly income ; guanti : c
1 Iy ni:;- mu?m"i the income-carning years, The .ﬂ.ppﬁpammu_:-:]pmu um]:ﬂﬁm::;;ﬂs dun::at::l.-%m
ifw:::\ri‘zu:winybe o throughput velume of about £75 MMsciid after startup, and imcreasing during year
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Section 15045 of the State CEQA Guidelines allows the lead
agency “..to recover the estimated costs for procedures necessary
to comply with CEQA on the project.” Under the provisions of
section 15097 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the lead agency
“..shall adopt a program for monitoring or reporting on the revisions
it has required on the project and the measures it has imposed to
mitigate or avoid significant environmental effects.” This program to

ensure “environmental compliance” is funded under section 15045
above.

G434-21
Section 4.2.5 discusses this topic.

G434-22

Section 4.2.7.3 and Appendix C3-2 contain information on LNG
carrier security.

G434-23

Amortization of costs is a fiscal rather than an environmental issue.

The Administrator of MARAD reviews costs as part of the Record of
Decision.



industry experts agrec that natural gas will likely become pmh;liiﬁvel}r ':-wa:ﬂ.:il 1: :np::;w
i = v - " & 0 "B‘“

ars,5 due to both diminishing supplies and reduced costs of ren TEY
::ﬂ:clisqu'{lus. the Project’s 40-year lifespan would appear to be vnrealistic; and amortization
of costs over that period would likely be substantially inaccurate.

Nar does the DEIS/R provide a clear sense of BHPB's own extraction and supplly ﬁtsﬁ;‘ﬁt
supplies of Australian natural gas touted by BHPE have not 3!,-=l t‘U'Tllf bu.;,en dz:: ifsm'.mm s
N ing" i i technological factors, -
are not a “sure thing econcmically, insofar as logi ¢ > -
f::ra?s delays and/or cost overruns could make their extractzon mrprac:cﬂe ;h ﬁaﬂma;]:db:r ”
cause Ehey are located offshore in waters appmxiTalcl}r :;raﬂsﬂﬂ :‘:e icvp;] it i:l.}icppliéant
j i fore the Australian fields w
the Project were to come onling before t : . B it
its i i HFPB e in Korea, Indonesia or elsewhere.
admits is possible), B wonld turn to sourc T el 4 hpoatlbi 5
i definite assessment of where the gas might actually be 5¢ ,it's T
E?c;:ﬁahz‘:fe real delivery costs might be (or even what the eomposition and quality of the gas
would be).

Insufficient public notice

Public notice regarding the Project h'as b:lr.n ;gsnl‘lgf{;glglﬁ'la'i;t; ::;;blrr:md ;ﬁ:l;;g: 2: g;:sm&s
entura and Malibu alone is approximately . o e
i illi i Ventura and Los Angeles Counties visit
(if not millions?) of residents of Ven £ Al O o am 1000
Malibu to Ventura on at least a semi-regular ha.m:;. et B ! e
i ings; blighed in local papers must be

Je about the scoping meetings;*’ and the notices pu ' ik
tp:?fa:e “reg'tst:red"irith only a fairly negligible pqmtage of the E-ut:nmlaﬂy affe:;:;dinpnﬁiu:a.
tion. No notice was published in the area papers with the greatest circulations (inc z
Los Angeles Times and the LA Weekly).

BHPR's paltry netification effort is confirmed in the low numbers Eif tgw&l::; aggg:r;d e,::i:;

i ngs i . Mo more than 50 residents appeared at the 2 ; -
N s 100 g 1 meeting (I was present at both, and took an
no more than 100 were present at the December 1 meeting (I oy s
i is is 1 i t is typical that more than JU pe

al head count). This is in a community whcfc i . ; T X :

ITE::; a City Council meeting to observe deliberations abo]n just a single-family resmfmce
acmainl}- a project of BHPB's magnitude would have received much greater community atten-
tion, had more people known about it.

Relatedly, it appears that a significant portion of the public “support” for the Project may be

G434-23
cont'd

illegitimate. I personally know that at least one “supporter” testifying at the Dec. 1 Malibu

jeet ik of 800

MiMsefid, which is tha projected hass lood volume. Annual projections thereafier are anticipated at the base load

WMsefid, Comment Mairix, at 14. o
53 Apcocding to estimates made by U.S, ELA and the Norwegian govemment. Su:zl’.‘_'lu;:“h ‘:\::d::;.l’argﬂ i:r; mqtlllef

Notwral Gas: We Need Diverse Clean Energy Mow, The Electricity Tournal, Ot , B nECarnY]
210,
55 Jd - .
56 Bassd on 2000 US Censos figures of approx. 283,000, plos s:gmﬁ:m!tlgrnm LI'I me?m I'ou;aym_. B e
57 Presumably there is ﬂpiﬁwnuvﬁinpnmnglheﬁpmpiawba received email notice, the 63 partics

iy
and the 900 who weee mailed pogicards. ES-2.

0
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Section 1.3 addresses the scope of analysis required in the
EIS/EIR. Sections 2.2.1 and 4.6.2 have been updated with
information on natural gas quality. As stated in Section 4.6.2, all
natural gas imported into California must meet quality standards
established by the California Public Utilities Commission.

G434-25

Section 1.5 contains information on the public review and comment
opportunities provided by the lead agencies in full conformance
with the provisions of the law. Both the CSLC and MARAD/USCG
have met or exceeded the public notice requirements for this
Project (see Sections 1.5.1 and 1.5.3).

Comments of support or opposition are not considered a
component of the environmental process. Such opinions are part of
the record that will be provided to decision-makers when they
consider the proposed Project.



meeting has been on BHPB's payroll, but he did not publicly disclose his aﬁiliatinp,ﬁﬂ There
have also been widespread reports that BHPB has paid members of lmal_ilnmr;unity g:ou:z
j ject; hat some matenal inducement w
ify fand write letters) an behalf of the project; and 1 s
m;ﬁsai En a number of teenagers. Such practices — which have deﬁnrltc]y uccup'egl 0 some
E;mm at least — may or may not be legal. But they’re certainly uneﬂ?lcal]l. In this light, agency
reviewers should substantially discount any weight given to “supporting” comments.

In addition, effective public access to documentation has been significantly limited. The 5

transcripts ‘nf the scoping meetings are often unintelligible, and of suhstam!::gi lnwcrhqua lgl
- ings, ever. And, as poi out above

than any I have seen produced for other agency hearings, oint

Credibi}lliiy af project design and documentation), the structure and nrgamz_:mundc_:f doc::;:::n:i

has been far from optimal. One must seriously wonder wl}elher such practices, dissembli g

effect, have been intended to make it difficult for the public to effectively participate.

Meanwhile, the “fact sheets’ that BHPB has distributed to the public, are nuthm% ;;imcm :;l:::?ca.
“gales brochures,” designed foremost to persuade, not 1o inform. In many ﬂicase.s, s m;.-;= s
tions still contain information that was shown to be inaccurate following sm? g s g
and the first period of public comment (¢.g., incorrect map distances, and other distortions).

Finally, it bears noting that if LNG imports were truly needed in Cﬂﬂ'ormi p;hhfv oﬂfﬂcgﬁimr_
would be able to state the case to their citizenry. Tl?ey have not done 51:;1.1il ['n no e

nia Manufacturers and Technology association has just sE?nsnred afl L;gg c_amm I
public relations and lobbying efforts to unabashedly “sell” the concept uf pie u‘nE sty
1o the public.¥® This act in itself demonstrates that the process is not being driven by

but by the profit motive of potential suppliers.

AT 3.1 PDF B14

The DEIS/R makes no case against the No-Action Alternative

Just as the Applicant says a lot about LNG and California but ultirf}atfly_ Ifmlls ?‘r“:;ld?:nt?gg::t]::r
into a compelling justification for the Project’s need and purpose, 1t simt .alr yfal:-,]: sits Lo
No-Action Alternative, The DEIS/R provides no r_cal argument aé,gomm it; m,t rel Saag
cussion of “no-action” is just two short, mwnc!usm:'pa:agrapfns {the mos e;a;n

quoted above, near the beginning of the section, Project need is not demonstrated.

Curionsly, the Applicant had more to say abont it in the Scoping Draft. There, it rc_lied c::: the
argument that “[d]eferral of the Project could stimulate other LNG and natural gas impo

58 pgency reviewers: Askme off the record, and 'l tell you whe f wes.
g i g Weekl . 2004,
59 Brodley, Bill, Kissing Up to Amold: A biatant pieture of Influence prddiing in the Governor’s Cffice, LA ly (Dec
{hu[xi.huw.lnwax!y.mmﬁnmjmﬂ'ﬂaws—mky.php}
60 .26,

G434-25
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The transcripts of the public meetings were prepared by a certified
court reporter. The court reporter has certified that they are an
accurate representation of the proceedings. The transcripts reflect
the comments that were made at the public meetings. They were
posted on the project web site in order to afford the public access
as early as possible in the process. The transcripts are included in
the Final EIS/EIR. In addition, the transcripts are available on the
Department of Transportations's Docket Management System
under the project's identification number 16877
(http://dms.dot.gov/search/searchFormSimple.cfm, docket #16877).

G434-27

Sections 1.2.2, 1.2.3, and 1.2.5 contain additional information on
the purpose and need for the Project. Section 3.4.1 provides a
description of the the No Action Alternative. In accordance with
NEPA and CEQA, each resource analysis section in Chapter 4
evaluates the impacts of the No Action or No Project Alternative.



. y L
projects. .. which could result in greater adverse environmental impacts than the Project.

Presumably, this rationale was discarded either because the subsequent approval of at least seven

i ilities in N i hat the Project is not needed; or becanse

ort facilities in North America underscaores L "roject :
It.tf:i;r:lr:cum discovered that one or more of the approved facilities is expected to result in less
environmental impact than its own project.

In any event, the Na-Action Alternative remains uncontested.

No true alternatives were considered

The few aliernative projects cited in the DEIS/R are clearly infcasi‘:r].t; and mem::;?;::. :u:z :

i DEIS/R must evaluate a reaso
uglternatives.” Under State and Federal Law, the DE e 7RIy
a;ltcrn atives to the proposed action, including an environmentally preferable alternative.

Notably, the leading so-called “glternative Deepwater port lacation,” Ventura Flats, is not shown

to have had any “reasonable prospect of feasibility.”

The lack of any “environmentally preferable alternative” finds an inadvertent ixglannm:_.n 1.;:] :!r::
Scaping Draft, Init, BHPB demonstrated that its “initial site selection cniteria did not inc

X - i, B -n
environmental factors whatsoever. Rather, it looked exclusively at “proximity to gas consuming

e ; i : e =
region, proximity to existing gas transmission systems, sile safety, site security, CAITICT INETCS
il

egress, and special inferest groups.”® Beyond serving to disqualify the Application on the basis

of its not having specified the required alternative, this i.mp!‘i_ci]: n:n.: ssion r:;%:; ::ts: ;:r:.:; a
icant’ iorities — 11 as how it might behave as :
sense of the Applicant's true priorities — as We ght b S
icati i tal protection is clearly not among i h
re the Application to be approved. Environmen t
':r?uriiies. %!;d it looked more closely at the environmental context from the outset, this Project
wight not even have been considered for the current site.

An example of a true alternative might have been to site the FSRU significantly further from

the shipping lanes and missile range, and outside the proposed boundaries of the CINMS expan-

sion® (Though I'm not sure whether or not such a location exists in wnters_sha]la;v elliuugh to
accc;mnndmz the proposed pipeline riser technology; so perhaps an alternative LechnolDgy
would be required t00.)

Potential alternatives rejected prematurely

Conservation and renewables

The Applicant is illogical in its rationale for not considering allernative dma.ni :;ﬂe:?:fe-
ment (DSM) measures such as conservation.8 The DEISI_R states that energy e
measures were “not carried forward as an altem ative in this FIS/EIR because they are ongoing

61 Soping Appli, 5.1.1.

62 CEQA (CITE), 40 CFR §1505.2(k).

& Seoping Appli. 5.1.7.1.

6 Sep Watrix, ot 24. .

65 Ses digenssion above, Praject purpose, nead and abjecrives,
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Sections 1.2, 3.1, 3.2, 3.3.1, 3.3.2, 3.3.3, 4.10, and 4.10.1.3 contain
additional information on this topic. NEPA and the CEQA do not
require the consideration of alternatives that are infeasible or that
would require significant changes in governmental policy or
legislation. NEPA requires consideration of a “reasonable” number
of alternatives. In determining the scope of alternatives, the
emphasis is on “reasonable.” “Reasonable” alternatives include
those that are practical and feasible from the technical and
economic standpoint and using common sense (CEQ 40
Questions; #2a). Thus, the information must be sufficient to permit
decision-makers to make a reasoned choice of alternatives with
respect to their environmental impacts.

The EIS/EIR initially evaluated 18 locations for the FSRU as
potential locations for the deepwater port. It built on previous
California Coastal Commission studies that evaluated nearly 100

locations. Sections 3.3.7 and 3.3.9 discuss alternate locations and
technologies that were considered.

G434-29

The application was developed by BHPB; the October 2004 Draft
EIS/EIR was prepared by the MARAD, USCG, and CSLC. The
Applicant is not responsible for designating the environmentally
preferred alternative. Section 15126.6 of the State CEQA
Guidelines governs such designation.

G434-30

See the response to Comment G434-19. Sections 3.3.1 and 3.3.2
address conservation and renewable energy sources as
alternatives to the Project within the context of the California

Energy Commission's 2005 Integrated Energy Report and other
State and Federal energy reports.



ject i "Gh g
activities that would occur whether or not the proposed Project 18 approved.”# But DSM mea

sures are not a zero-sum game. The current State administration recognizes that it could |mp1de~
ment further DSM measures, as well as promote further use of renewable energy sOUrces, an

G434-30
that it would thus achieve an additional reduction in demand for natural gas. The main questions || cont d

now invelve how much further to go, and how much it will cost. The point is th_at 1h_cse cﬂ:lsuuns
are still on the table in Sacramento, 5o it is premature for BHPE to be representing, in 8ssence,
that the State has done all that can do or intends to do.

The DEIS/R even acknowledges that the CPUC (a key player in determining the State's future

energy-use portfolio) has not yet completed its own examination of future energy efficiency poli- ||G434-31

cies, administration and programs.®? But the DEIS/R ignores the obvious conc].usi?:: :;d'.v?;it,
the ISmte. does not yet know how much it could reduce dependence on ::dtzzla] rf,as I ; : th;
DEIS/R jumps to the umwarranted conclusion that more gas must be nd m’ :f?tl;; e
State’s present uncertainty about whi:l:h methods to use to reduce gas demand,

that supply must therefore be uncertain.

The DEIS/R presents another spurious argument:

“ g nother reason that energy conservation is not carried forward as an s_lltcmar.wa
is that the USCG, MARAD, and the CSLC are acting solely as permitting "
agencies for a project proposed by a private applicant, These agencies do ::F::n ave
authority to initiate or implement broad-based, long-term energy conservat
policy measures.”

ies’ i i ith the range of criteria they must
3 of the agencies’ authority has nothing to do w1511 t i !
Ir;:il?zndcr CEQA and DWPA. The agencies are required to evalnate, inter alia, the purpose
and need for the project, as well as its alternatives. Central to those evaluations are the factors
which could influence natural gas demand.

Other LNG terminals approved

Inn its discussion of alternatives, the DEIS/R entirely omits discussion of :Lhc five élaew ﬂ(:xt:;;
minal projects already approved in the 1.5., and several more approved in Cana an o Ba‘a:
(See above, More gas is already on the way.) 1t does mention the Sl‘i:‘[L’ScmE;a‘ ’]JIT]TB i é‘w -
California, although it misleadingly calls it “proposed™®® r‘aﬂ'll.‘-_t than “approv "11 u-: -.?:l —
ledges that Sempra already has a deal in place to reroute pipelines s0 that gas “i::l i
Mexico to the U.S. The Sempra project does face legal challenges, bul so wouls et
:proiat:t, most likely. So, all things considered, the fact that the Sempra project 18 y

ahead “in the pipeline,” should be the most dispositive factor.®®

66 3.2
61 3.3,
‘o kingly, the notiol i i ican law
i e subject to regional Mexican o
i i \of & supply would be less reliable because it would .
% bw\dﬂriShW ﬂ;{l::‘ﬂ- Su"LgLErEﬂL l'::mtp?' !nﬂuw me 1o ask: have the Australians not heard of MAFTAT Th;:db::?ynmf
|rnmnnl:ulla] Taw td.-,q.ﬁbt its fuflings) would ensure that all project contracts would be enforceable with any BCESRATY
remedies being availnble.
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See the response to Comment G434-30.

G434-32
See the response to G434-8. Further, section 15040(b)of the State
CEQA Guidelines states that "CEQA does not grant an agency new

powers independent of the powers granted to the agency by other
laws."

G434-33

Section 1.2.2 contains additional information on this topic. Section
3.3.5 discusses LNG terminals in Baja California. Several LNG
terminals have been approved in the United States, Canada, and
Mexico; however, none will provide additional natural gas supplies
or capacity exclusively to California. California competes with other
natural gas markets within the U.S. and so would not necessarily

benefit from increased supplies elsewhere, given the demand for
natural gas in the U.S.



. 2004/G434
| G434-34
More to the point, the DEIS/R fails to make any substantive assessment of what the potential i See the response to Comment G434-33
effects on California’s gas supply would bé when any of the new approved facilities are in | '
operation. And precisely because £5% of the State’s current supply is imported from the other
side of the Rocky Mountains, any increase in supply, anywhere on the continent, could only G434-34 | G434-35
increase the likelihood that California will continue 1o receive a reliable supply of natural gas. Sections 3.3.6 th
: 3. rough 3.3.9 contain additional i i i
Meanwhile, the DEIS/R is correct in pointing out that the Sempra project would have significant | topic. nformation on this

environmental impacts. But they wonld be reasonably comparable to those which could be

suffered in the CINMS and/or along the state-designated “ecologically sensitive” waters and |
heaches which span much of the shoreline pearest to the FSRU and pipeline. Thus, in dismissing | |
the Sempra project on environmental grounds, the DEIS/R implicitly dismisses the BHPB 1
Project too. |

g llernative” offshore sites rejected prematurely

Tn assessing potential offshore cites, the DEIS/R states that it used “[e]valuation eriteria from the
CCC [1978 Offshore LNG Terminal] Study, updated to reflect current conditions™™ — without G434-35
specifying what “ypdated” means in this context, Tt specifies these criteria as:

(1) ownership, use, and character of the area around each site zone,

(2) site availability,

(3) recreational resources;

(4) marine and terrestrial biology;

(5) geologic and engineering considerations affecting terminal feasibility;
(6) choice of design types; '

(7) pipeline routing feasibility and impacts;

() maritime conditions; and

(9) construction costs.

As detailed in this section and elsewhere in this Comment,”! these nine criteria all share two
things in common: A) they each embody unmitigated and/or unmitigable significant impacts
with respect to the proposed Project; and B) many, if not all, of the so-called “alternative”
offshore sites are comparable to the proposed Project under most, if not all, of the criteria. Thus,
as will be shown, many of the alternative offshore sites should either have been more closely
exammined in the DEIS/R than they were, or the proposed site should be rejected as well.

The DEIS/R notes that the 1978 Offshore LNG Terminal Study rejected potential sites between
Pt. Conception and the Oregon Border due to weather conditions; it then claims that such sites
were reconsidered to see if “conditions had changed.™™ Well, of course weather conditions
would not have changed substantially since then. But the technological context has changed

0 3.13,18,

1 Qe perhaps by other commeniocs, if time does not permit me to document the entrety of my analysis.

2 310,
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radically — offshore platforms, drilling, pipelines, nnd tank?a:s have all] t\'Dl\l'E::r ‘l::;rk\?ggrh .
Yet the DEIS/R gives no indication that the feasibility of siting a project sm:],'j e can.b sl
Pt. Conception was at all considered — beyond the observation that the weat z

1f rough weather can be & deal-breaker (as it maybe should bn.:)‘, then the .:;pp\i;.jan; r:b T{;rtr::w

sile mgust be rejected as well, for it experiences weaﬂlucr cm;dmnns r‘cmgh ¥ wbufrath::r o

6t’ the central California coast. The main diﬁ'e.reme_ is not in storm mtcn;?a; kg

quency; the Project location experiences smr!:s just ‘ﬁn ]a;g;::;:{i s?or:: i sl
take only ong storm to produce an acci ent with 1 : s

g:n:ge Becazsfe the DEIS/R has not provided any dm.acl comparison b;:::sen catll:: 0:1:321;2:& s

of the sévzral locations, the presumption must be that either all contemp

gites would be suitable, or none of them.

i j i ounds that also apply to the pro-
imi San Diego area was rejected exclusively on grounds h ] 3
S‘ml}ialri)j:attlifn. The lg‘gEulS.fR cites the presence of US Naval activity in S% chgu asD ;’ gﬁiw
E?::kcr- but that also exists at Pt. Mugu ami_ in rt:: DEE:;U: Saiae:l;rﬁem thca; a a:;gﬂ i
‘ inming lanes was also considercd a deal-Dreaker, Uik ropo
v;OuIld bc:-ﬁﬂf% I»?‘M from the FSRU, less than half the distance it takes a mﬂ{? t:kc;rrr“ ::,
c5 ; 3 ! > ;
:a :u;;;n(—s miles). And problematic gecurity in San Dm_g? was also c‘;t:; ai :.:ﬁlnb ::at Ao
to the presence of recreational boat traffic; but there, rmhl]::y _Iphatml_ : _ssnm s
i i ;h. The point 1
ine the comparison of security CONCEMS & Was ) v
1-!'!1'5-:[.&:: a:;j:gly the saE:e; they're not. It's that they are sfufﬁm_cndy compara'tlsl\: ;ltllalnesﬁ::u.:g
:IhTSan Diego location should not have been dismissed so readily, or B) both locatio

be rejected.

i i i thor-
Tn addition, if the San Diego and other so-called aItemulwde Iocatml?; u;r:;c;r:&;::?h;nsxpnm
it's qui i at they would have been found to provide £ .
e it ibili ther sites might be somewhat less suitable in
i ot have. So the mere possibility thraI o 1
:g;:[:z:rds is not snfficient basis to have dismissed them. Unlcs:_:{l;y have been assess
both their negative and positives, they cannot be called true alternatives.

i asis
The DEIS/R rejects Pt. Conception (previously approved in the 19?3' study) solely 31; r:h:.a ;:e- i
f ‘::ticrs from property owners stating that they “are considering pumntg];.‘ a r.{rn‘;:x;:; e
. ] alogons to the p
73 But such an easement would be an : ! "
I;EEII.NMMUE;G Ptrhc;p;gn difference being that the CINMS proposal is well Lg;?r;%‘r:; ::i:ii zt::sg_
o i ; . Conceplion own :
ance of being approved, whereas the Pt ners’ Cor e
; Eis:;:zl:: Eyp::-ﬂmlica]. ghgain. the point is not that the Pt. Conception sie 15 preferable; i
m

ould likely be problematic for environmental reasons too, with or without a seasonable conser-| -
W

G434-35
cont'd

G434-36

G434-38

wation easement. The point is that, if Pt Conception can be rejected on such grounds, then
surely the current location must be rejected too,

Deer Canyon was rejected on the grounds of:

T 303,
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Most locations along the West Coast experience adverse
wind/wave conditions at some time during the year. The locations
of the proposed Project and the Santa Barbara Channel alternative
are sheltered to some degree by the Channel Islands and as a

result have fewer instances of adverse wind/wave conditions than
locations north of Point Conception.

G434-37
Section 3.3.6 contains additional information on this topic.

G434-38

Section 3.3.7.3 contains additional information about the potential
for an alternative at Point Conception.

Sections 4.13.2.2, 4.7.1.4, and 4.20.1.5 contain additional
information on this topic. According to CINMS staff, installation of
the FSRU and pipeline at the proposed location would not
automatically preclude the CINMS from expanding its boundaries.
The 2006 Draft Management Plan/Draft EIS for the CINMS “does
not propose a sanctuary boundary expansion, but calls for the
continuation of a comprehensive, scientifically based, open public
process that will lead to a decision in the future” (Mobley 2006).



» significant visual impacts on nearby recreation areas — the same areas for which
the DEIS/R acknowledges the Project would pose significant unmitigable risks;

« potential conflicts with the Pacific Missile Range (now called the Sea Range) -
the proposed Project would be even more proximate, so would potentially conflict
to a greater degree; and

+ a potential conflict with a State oil lease block holder — but lease blocks still exist
in the area, and the Federal government is currently considering opening more.

The principle reason a Camp Pendleton site was rejected was that the Marine Corps initially
opposed it. However, the Marines have subsequently welcomed it as a possibility.™ The
DEIS/R therefore prematurely dismisses it as a potential alternative, Camp Pendleton is com-
parahle to the proposed Project lacation in virtually all significant respects. The presence of
military operations is comparable; the DEIS/R merely speculates, without substantiation, that
“use of the ocean offshore of Camp Pendleton by the Department of Defense could be precluded
by the safety zone that would surround the LNG terminal and might also be affected when LNG
carriers transit to and from the facility.” Certainly as much could be said aof the proposed Project
location.

There are a few noticeable differences between Camp Pendleton and the Project location. Envir-
onmental impacts might be somewhat lower at Pendleton, for whereas its adjacent coastline has

sensitive areas comparable to those belween Pt. Dume and Pt. Mugu,™ it does not have a CINMS

situated 10 one side. The DEIS/R suggests that population numbers arg significantly different,
yet the total resident population of the two cities it cites is substantially less than the population
near the Project location: the combined population of San Clemente (50,000)7¢ and Oceanside
(161,000)7 is 211,000, whereas the combined resident population of Ventura, Oxnard and
Malibu is approximately 300,000.7 Maoreover, much (not all) of the resident population near
Camp Pendleton already accepls the risk of long-shot, high-harm accidents, having chosen to
live near both a nuclear facility (San Onofre) and a military base; whereas Malibu residents are
decidedly more risk-averse in that regard (recall that Maliba residents successfully opposed the
siting of a nuclear reactor in the 1960s).

More generally, the DEIS/R relies on the 1978 LNG Terminal Study’s rejections of offshore
sites more broadly than it should. For instance, many potential sites were immediately rejected
in 1978 for being in waters deeper than 229 meters,” yet technology now enables consideration
of much deeper waters — the Applicant’s FSRU would itself be moored in waters 884 meters
deep. The DEIS/R properly should have gone back to lock at which specific sites might have
been outrightly rejected in 1978 for reasons of water depth, but it has not.

 Merine Corps lotter of June 15, cited at 3-17.

%5 For u listing of some the sensitive arens, see section ahove, Coutsisrency with local plans.
76 weurw.city-datn.somicity/San-Clemente-Califomia biml.

77 censtats.cansus.gevidnta/CASIG0DES 322 pdl.

78 See supra, note accompanying section Insyfficient public notice.

™ 3.2,
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Section 3.3.7.4 contains additional information on this topic.

G434-40
Section 3.3.7.4 contains additional information on this topic.

G434-41

Technology has advanced so that floatin i

_ g offshore LNG terminals

gan be installed at greater depths than were considered in the 1978
CC study. Section 3.3.7.2 has been updated with this information.

Section 3.3.7.4 provides the criteria
_ 7. used to
Section 3 evaluate offshore



Ofther problemaric “alternatives”

Some of the “alternative” pipeline routes werce rejected on the basi§ of seismic hazas:]ds ;:m
parable to those of the proposed pipeline locations, €.g., at “West Sldclc-f (_Zhanncll a;l ]%m—m
“plternative Offshore Pipeline Route 2, and “Altemative Oifshore Pipeline Route 3. e
they should have been more seriously considered, or the current route should be reject r
Same reasons.

Q
2
19
ha

Meanwhile, “Alternative Offshore Pipeline Route 1 was rejected on the basis that it would cross
cablest! — as would the Project pipeline route.

The DEIS/R states, in effect, that membrane-type storage tanks wm‘r_cjemed from consideration
solely because Moss tanks were found acceptable.®2 That's not a legitimate basis for exclusion.

2 B
k| B

Alternate competing uses

Mo real assessment has been made of the cost-benefit rade-offs assu_ciatad with increasing the
CTNMS area to encompass the project area {mvnnljng the BHP E]'ﬁ_)jeﬁl}; or wl;axhe.r the two
uses could conceivably coexist, and if so, what the risks and conditions might be.

Mo ascessment has been made of conflict or interaction with potential oil and gas lease sales in
the project area. Indeed, the Applicant states:

(EA 5-374) “The potential for mineral resources exploration and dcve_lop:pant at
the site or along the pipeline is not significant becanse of the moratorium in
California on drilling new leases.... [T]here have 'bcen no past lease E:;e.s or
anticipated lease sales by the federal government in the Project area.

2

34-46

However, pending federal legislation foresees (re)u'peningl such aress to oil and gas development.
The application should be required to assess the comparative cost-henefits of such alternate

competing uses of the site area.

(IN)CONSISTENCY WITH LOCAL PLANS —
The DEIS/R makes no mention of Malibu in its section on 'Ccm sis..te.nc}- With Re.tfl-xginai and :

Local Plans."# Tt should have addressed consistency with Malibu’s Lo-;al !C‘aai 2 mw(!..n-:;:[; r;d

as well as its General Plan. Malibu is the city closest to 1h_chSRU, and is directly g\;; |'1|;.u G434-47
downeurrent under prevailing conditions. The ~12,500 citizens and environment of e :r i by

would be most at risk if a vessel or the FSRU were to drift to shore (for instance), and wou

80 3.94,
B 30
8 3.1
83 niareix, at 14,
B4 .20,

g 27
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G434-42
Section 3.3.10 contains additional information on this topic.

G434-43
Section 2.3.1 contains a revised discussion of the route of the
offshore pipelines and Section 3.3.10 discusses offshore pipeline

route alternatives. Both sections discuss the crossing of Navy RELI
cable lines.

G434-44
Section 3.3.9 discusses this topic.

G434-45

The FSRU would be located outside of the current boundary of the
Channel Islands National Marine Sanctuary (CINMS) and vessels
associated with Cabrillo Port operations would not be expected to
enter the CINMS. Sections 4.7.1.4, 4.13.2.2, and 4.20.1.5 discuss
the potential expansion of the CINMS boundary, which is not
proposed at this time. Sections 4.7.4, 4.15.4, 4.16.4, and 4.18.4
describe potential impacts on the marine environment and
proposed mitigation measures to reduce those potential impacts.

G434-46
Sections 4.10.1, 4.10.4, 4.20.1, and 4.20.3 discuss this topic.

G434-47

No part of the Project would be located in Malibu; therefore, its
consistency with the Malibu Local Coastal Plan is not at issue.
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G434-48

likely be most impacted by any chronic effects of downstream emissions. The DEIS/R substan- See the response to Comment G434-45
tially ignores such concerns. G434-47 :
cont'd
It is startling that Malibu is discussed only in the section on view impacts (and not completely
nor accurately, at that). Not only is its resident population closest to the FSRU, hundreds of |
thousands of people visit its beaches each year. Many of its beaches from P1. Dume (o its westemn
limit near County Line are state beaches (e.g., Pt. Dume, Westward, Zuma, Leo Carillo, Thom- |
hill Broome, £te.), and many carry state the designation of “peologically sensitive.” The State :
Department of Fish and Game has called for the creation of a “national park-like marine sanc-
tuary” in all state waters between Pt. Dume and Pt. Mugu.® Similarly, between Malibu and Pt.
Mugu there are a number of state parks which also serve the public (Leo Carillo, again, Syca-
more Canyon, La Jolla Canyon and Valley, etc.) and which carry the “geologically sensitive”
designation.

Relatedly, a 1997 UCLA study®é on Malibu’s marine life found that within state waters extend-
ing from east of Pt. Dume to Malibu’s western limit are a number of threatened or endangered
species. This study was noted by the public during the scoping phase of the EIS/EIR, but
apparently has not been examined by the Applicant.

The Project maps are deceptive in representing Malibu as a small circle at Civic Center, yet
Malibu extends 26 miles along the coastline — the majority of which is inhabited. A reviewer
unfamiliar with the territory could conceivably assume that the coastline between Civic Center
and Pt. Mugu is unpopulated; but in actuality, much of it is developed (only the westernmost

portion, comprised mainly of state beaches, is not developed residentially ot commercially).

Also with regard to consistency, the DEIS/R firids that the Project would be consistent with the
proposed expansion of Channel Island National Marine Sanctuary (CINMS). This is true only
in the limited technical sense that the proposed CINMS expansion has not yet been finalized.
Because the Project would likely be inconsistent with CINMS when the expansion is finalized,

B e the CINMS proposal has been “in the pipeline” since before BHPB's project was [ca34-48]
proposed, the DEIS/R shouid at least have analyzed their potential interaction, rather than dis-
missing the matter on a technicality. Citizens should have the opportunity to know what they
might be giving up if the Application were approved and the CINMS expansion were subse-

quently abandoned due to its being found inconsistent with the Project in any way.

85 Pacific Blues, Dec. 26, at Al
56 e study muthored by UCLA Professor Richard Ambrose in suppart of Maliba Marine Refuge proposal, State bill, SB 1006,
1997, 1 kave hacd copy of the sﬂﬂyfﬁrm:w]wmwhn\ﬁshbuxmﬁmin
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DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED FACILITIES

2.3 PDF 137
FSRU design uncertainties

With respect to design, construction, and fabrication, “nntsingll_: [E::Ddﬂ or] standard dir-m“é -

addresses the FSRU..." This is to be done “in consultation with gov;:t'jnﬂr&em Iag_e.nm:ns‘.i - ;x\r:
j i inati d applications o existing

hat the Project embedies many novel combinations an i :

:e]zhnniugicjs, such standards must necessarily be in place before its potential can be fully and

accurately assessed.

In regard to such technical standards, the DEIS/R states thén aﬁte; még Sé:???ﬂf::'ttcﬁi Ia;:hould
i i o * the USCG and the B ki

be verified by a third-party agent “approved by" the CG an .

:isure indap}:.ndenw and objectivity, any third-party verification agent should be appointed by

the governmental agencies.

The DEIS/R claims that the FSRU's "hull would be designed with i bm:g:nd a steﬁrsl ;hagu:; ;
minimize wave motion, thus providing a stable platform for h:p«:raur:urfsb.1 '11;]:; ;:; side: e
i i i 1d still be susceptible a
for two dimensions of motion, but the platform would i
irecti i 11 direction, or rogue waves. The D & _

sudden changes of swell direction, mixed swe ! The I :

i istributi th wave direction) at the site 15

wthe directional wave specira (distribution of wave energy Wi e

:::':ch more complex than that in the open ocean.”® Tt thus appears that stability has been

incompletely assessed.

The FSRU dimensions given in section 2.2.1.1 and the :a.nist*s;;::-::i;::—in,g‘ju:ll1 ::h:a:f]ziiﬁ f;dgicu |
i i i i being ~57.4 ft. an :
23-1) are inconsistent. Freeboard is stated as ; .
ﬁﬁ; ~22 f?t in height. But the rendering shows the tanks to be appr?mmifn:ly :cwnc;n:_tz‘;l]
as the freeboard, i.e., another ~125 ft. above the deckline. That's a radical disparity. . icl
is correct? What, if any, assessments have been made using the Wrong mMeasurements

It nppcmﬁ that the only onboard pathway for crew to move br.';we.cn thfha:t n?sﬁ}dl:;::: ;is fi c;t'-
i i it is vi hat reaches over and across :
ward regasification unit 1s via a gangway that reaches 5 vl
i jon i i i : in cases of heavy weather or a
No discussion is provided regarding the :mphc_atmnh in e h e
i i i si tly stronger at that elevation than -
. For instance, during storms, winds can be significan : oy
i i i blawn off, or overboard? Under such condy
of a typical tanker ship. Could a man be ff, or a ]
fif::tzgu\d crixl:; access between the deckhouse and regasification facility be restricted? The

DEIS/R does not address any of this.

O in the case of an accident involving damage 1o One Of More of the Moss tanks, would crew

G434-48.1

G434-49

G434-50

G434-51

access between bow and stern be restricted? What then if the accident also caused damage to the((G434-52

ificati i sing it to assess the damage? Note that
regasification unit - would crew be prevented from accessing

87 2.2

88 30

B 310,

90 4.1-10.

%1 gee Figure 2.3-2 (p. 2113

2
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G434-48.1

Section 2.1 contains information on design criteria and
specifications, final design requirements, and regulations governing
the construction of the FSRU. The Cabrillo Port must be designed
in accordance with applicable standards, and the U.S. Coast Guard
has final approval. Section 4.2.4 contains information on Federal
and State agency jurisdiction and cooperation. The Deepwater Port
Act specifies regulations that all deepwater ports must meet;
Section 4.2.7.3 contains information on design and safety
standards for the deepwater port. Section 4.2.8.2 contains
information on pipeline safety and inspections. Impact EJ-1 in
Section 4.19.4 addresses additional pipeline design requirements in
areas of low-income and minority communities. The EIS/EIR's
analyses have been developed with consideration of these factors
and regulations and in full conformance with the requirements of
NEPA and the CEQA.

G434-49

The regulations implementing the Deepwater Port Act (33 CFR
149.625 (a)) require that "each component, except for hoses,
mooring lines, and aids to navigation buoys, must be designed to
withstand at least the combined wind, wave, and current forces of
the most severe storm that can be expected to occur at the
deepwater port in any 100-year period."

By definition, a 100-year wave event is expected to occur once
every 100 years on average over the course of many hundreds of
years. The estimated 100-year wave height (7+ meters) and peak
wave period (16+ seconds) at the FSRU exceed any waves
generated locally by strong northwest winds. The most extreme

waves are primarily generated in the deep ocean and propagate
through the Channel Islands.

Section 2.1 contains information on design criteria and
specifications, final design requirements, and regulations governing
the construction of the FSRU. The Cabrillo Port must be designed
in accordance with applicable standards, and the U.S. Coast Guard
has final approval. The Deepwater Port Act specifies performance
levels that all deepwater ports must meet; Section 4.2.7.3 contains
information on design and safety standards for the deepwater port.
Section 4.2.8.2 contains information on pipeline safety and
inspections. The EIS/EIR's analyses have been developed with
consideration of these factors and regulations.

G434-50
Section 2.2.2 contains an updated description and figures of the
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FSRU.

G434-51

Issues of crew safety and the design of the FSRU would be
addressed in the USCG review of the detailed design. The USCG
considers the safety of the crew in its review and would not approve
designs that would be unsafe for the crew.

G434-52
See the response to Comment G434-51.



there is a helipad only at the stem of the FSRU. So und:; Whﬂl;??:irﬁ:-un::;g:sti ‘:1?% Ir:z ::;;
i i tions — and woul
uired to “ferry” crew between fore and aﬂ sec : |
:10 hoard the fore section from a tug? Agan, all such issues appear to be nnaddressed

: ilt i in or Finland, and towed
e At R o
;Li':ll-.:,Gbﬂttlﬁnnj;:jumg1;2;%%?5;&?&21?%}3;5:is;nl:iﬁ;s';ETFhSeR%BLs‘:E Jh";-\rg
r;ﬁi::::iﬁf;ﬁﬁ: Sjaztuft:::lss:::—t-: cgirr]ll:r.:l’;; I]?: ;%I:Jgnl%-hca;fe:;t 2:; -I::IT:'{;‘EEEZE :‘:h:::i:h -
. p;in i NE:;Y;:: ;L:;Dualtd;;\{; :;t“;'eh:trﬂi;ﬁhrgzghetmha Panama Canal, as l!!e max vessel
:rn!d::?;;: :h:: locks can accommodate is 33.5 m,?* or roughly half the 63 M width of the FSRU.)

FSRU mooring
Could the FSRU come unmoored and drift towards ::}urg? k\:E dc:::a: ::]?::r:,ot:!acauvm ;:T:;x{i sdppcsmg
i i oW
oring and risers have not been finalized. We do 2
i:;?'irc‘;u:ersn:lusrcd“gwould be set in sediment and/or sandy bottom; and that sulch anchors : ;.sbzpn-im
posed to rock anchors = are susceptible to being pulled out of plat;)e. b\ﬂdf’i;:ledtrr.!ra :!2: Fou
of i heir combined load tolerance. :
DEIS/R does not provide an assessment of their :
ES;:TJ{;:: normal conditions they would hold the FSRU w1thm]l: pruE:m.bE;'} :scwa\:r:r‘l;yml ﬁgl
'wi i i 7 As tsunamis produce substantial su :
they withstand a tsunami, for instance : o s e
ir {he mooring cables would be subject fo 1ensioning of ¢ :
:ppamnﬂ:::??nﬁ:fbm ass,essagd. [For further discussion of mooring vulnerabilities, see Terrorism
and related threats unaddressed( ), below.]

FSRU Safety systems ) - _
The Applicant states that the outer shell of the forward Moss tank wt_:ullld t‘:jc ﬁiﬁ sw;ﬁc aczfzjc::
i i i ther potentially dang

ier..to provide enhanced protection agamst f_m:s or o

?::Sjirntstgg‘ﬂhy has the shell of the aft tank facing the de::kh;uss: and c;i:::t Bquma;_cxnnﬁ;:;cdnw
with simi i EIS/R provides no assc

iemed with similar protection? Apropos, the D ¢ hazar
E:ig;;us:‘;rew in the event that the adjacent (or an_y} Moss nlmk were to explede. With living
accommodations for up to 5¢ people,% this is a glaring OMISS1ON.

Many of the safety systems would be computer-controlled. The DEIS/R does not discuss what

i inoperable, or malfunction for whatever reason.
might happen were such controls to become mops st # R

And, although the guestion was previously raised in sCOpin

92 233
i -l s
93 Canal Handbeok, hltp:ﬂww.shnpdngmLmnfmmm fe { e %
jsaw;ai:nm:qr:: with depth of water over mitre sills of 12 4m it the mest Testrictive point, e 5 end guel Lock

or Carroll, 1. V., A Mew Course for the Pargua Cangl, LS, Navy L:nguh :wch:u'.
www.naw::ﬂug;weﬂgfmmdmw_ﬂwmjm.mn_pmm_m-. tr

™ 2.17.

5 221,
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G434-56

[casa-s7]

al-infio htmd The lock chambers are 304.8m long and

0
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G434-53
Section 2.2.2.5 discusses this topic.

G434-54

Please note that oil and gas exploration structures of similar size to
the FSRU are constructed worldwide and towed regularly hundreds
and often thousands of miles. There are well-established
procedures for this process.

Since the FSRU would be designed and built to withstand the
effects of a 100-year storm, it is fully expected to withstand the
rigors of a trans-ocean voyage. Before it is transported to the U.S.,
the FSRU would have to be certified by an international
classification society. The towing vessel would have to be a classed
vessel that would be fully capable of towing the FSRU safely under
all reasonable conditions of operation. The crew would have to be
trained and experienced in towing operations. In addition, the
Applicant would be required to develop and implement a voyage or
tow plan for the FSRU's transportation. The tow or voyage plan
would describe measures to ensure the voyage would not pose a

threat to life, property or the environment and would include at a
minimum the following:

- A provision that the FSRU would not be manned throughout the
duration of the voyage;

- An evaluation of long-term weather forecasting and sea conditions
along the intended route;

- Contingency measures, including the location of harbors or
protected waters of safe refuge to take shelter in the event of
severe weather;

- A comprehensive communications plan.

The voyage would not commence until an appropriate "window of
opportunity" presents itself to minimize the risk of encountering
severe weather or other activities (e.g., planned naval fleet ops)
that could negatively impact the voyage. Once the FSRU reaches
its destination, the Coast Guard Officer in Charge, Marine
Inspection will ensure that the structure is fully capable of service
as a deepwater port (see Section 2.5.1).

G434-55

The USCG would review and approve all aspects of the Project
design before implementation to ensure that it meets all applicable
engineering and regulatory standards.
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If the FSRU were to become unmoored, the patrolling tugboats
could also be used to hold in place. Section 4.3.1.4 contains
additional information on this topic.

G434-56

The USCG would review the FSRU's design and the requireed
HAZOP study to ensure that it is safe for the crew to operate. See
Section 4.2 and Appendices C1 and C2 for the revised safety and
risk analyses.

G434-57
Section 2.2.2.5 contains revised text on this topic.



address the potential need to have redundant safety centrc;ls_heﬁ? t‘or ana:EE{:L &DT: ctrf‘;:tjnsii 1
1 trols in the adjad 2

ft Moss tank exploded and disabled computer con e Aeclinonss, B+

gr;n systems in the regasification unit in thz:_bow might not be “aware of t:& 1::;?-:1!1;, :-Inuss

crew would be prevented from readily accessing the bow becanse the g;sm]ﬁgv.'\r gﬂ v th.e,

tanks would be inaccessible. An ensuing fire could spread to the foredeck e

regasification unit continued to operate.

Or, if there were a fire in the single control room, damaging controls or Tdﬂkmlg%;::;?u??uﬁ;n
-h:Ic the com[ml.cr-comm]]ed tanks, heaters, pressure mqnltors, ete. could mal O
f-::cn;rse Why then is there ne back-up control station, situated on a remote part 0 7

(These scenarios are examples of “multiple and/cr compound failure,” as discussed farther
below.)

Uncertainties in the gas transport design

ipelines * ith i ent
The Project description states that the two seabed pipelines wou\_d bc%ﬁttchd m;]:: ;ﬁ;};ﬂ:ma
flow meters, one onboard the FSRU and one onshore at the mF.;.Termg :t:drwty hm e
meler were 1down the other would still measure the !:.uial flow. 33:;1 m(;:ns,sgu asssiins
in where the flow was .
down, there would be no way to be certain W . R e v
i hile gas was escaping through a leak | ywhe
o opati ter would be critical; if it went down,
< eline. Thus, continuous operation of the onshore mete t . -
Flzﬁ%:::;!e system would have to be shut down. The DEIS/R does not address this contingency

i ipeli i ional meter would be “unfore-
One mightarge hdbaving ol D e of n arthquake (o disasin
below, Multiple and compound failures).
Mo inspection and maintenance protoecol _bezn specified for the risers, one of the most valnerable
and critical links in the gas transport chain.®®

. : g i
The so-called “intelligent pigging system” is unproven, TeqUIres two pipelines, the roundtrip
approach seems lenuons, and it doesn’t address the flexible risers.

i ipeli d be installed by laying them on the
tes that the shore-crossing pipelines woull . :
Tga:ﬂ]gfr] ?Iir:‘.t;ullin g them “landward through the prerdnllcd_ holes, The ljsuibng apf-;ir;:rr; ;:'ic;u;i
?Je conri;mous to minimize the chance of hole cqll'apss.“” This plan w::l nppea;] ?1-. i
best. The proposed “tunnel” would be substantially curved, such that the pipe,

7 247, _— after construction and prior ©
5 S Cooment Mot CHtae S 00 Lo it i T e e i
ion and testing : . il
ety Su;:‘ 173 umiw"r‘l':‘; ::quimmls for the manufacurer 1o design and implement Flmuﬂc_p@:“;nm:;i
not '"‘ P!wms';m,jm sysecsment systems and procedures should be specified.” 17|=I1L'b1_nnmrmtp¢c1u:n y i
m::dwlmﬂmm testing o pewer nspection technologizs including fiber otlc monitoring, eddy e :
penodic : " 4 1esting,
electromagnetic and radiographic technigques.”}
¥ 2.40,
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G434-58
Section 2.2.2.5 discusses FSRU safety systems.

The USCG would review and approve all aspects of the Project
design before implementation to ensure that it meets all applicable
engineering, regulatory, and safety standards. The Operations
Manual would include all contingencies, including but would not be

limited to back-up controls, as indicated in Sections 4.2.7.3 and
4.2.7.6.

G434-59

See the response to Comment G434-57. Impacts PS-1 and PS-2 in
Section 4.2.7.6 address safety procedures in response to a release
of LNG at the FSRU or along the pipelines.

G434-60

Section 2.2.2.5 describes the safety systems that would be used on
the FSRU and Section 2.4 describes onshore operations. Section
4.2.8.4 discusses safety systems for the pipelines.

G434-61
See the response to Comment G434-58.

G434-62
Section 2.3.1 contains additional information on this topic.

G434-63

The installation of shore crossing pipelines has been modified since
issuance of the October 2004 Draft EIS/EIR, using horizontal
directional boring instead of horizontal directional drilling. Section
2.6.1 has been updated to include a discussion of this topic. As
discussed in the section, "HDB has been used since 1977 to install
large-diameter pipelines beneath environmentally sensitive areas
such as waterways and surf zones." Therefore, the likelihood of
failure of the shore crossing method is unlikely.



flexible, would likely have to be pulled through in fits amilst;;l::]’;ninu:: n: :h; :us::v::u:ri:; .
' i nnel. L
ine’s leading edge would continually snag on the walls ol th r _
33-: E:ge could drgag ricks and sediment into the hele along w_nh it, which could Furﬂdmr e:i::npcd:
its progress., The material around the hole’s aoean—si‘de. openings would be sand ‘an S‘f ;rtn:lt;.
materials which would not suppert a tunnel-shape drilled through th;m‘ler \g:.:{;:;::;gl.h ; hmes.,
i i tribute to the nstabill
The action of currents, waves, and or tides could also contribut A
openings. So this plan, on its face, does not appear to “minimze the chance of hole collapse.

What are the implications of that? If the entire szabed pipeline 1.:::-: ?lrea:ig: ghﬂiﬁna?nitn:?uld
i i i ipeline plan would not wor
then BHPB discovered that its shore-crossing pipe m W e
i line routes, creating sedimentary
that the only other option would be to trench the pipe .
3?531-;311&5 haw‘n‘; unacceptable, unmitigable env:rol}mmta] cnnsequfn:;s. The shore-crossing
pipeline plan descrves more critical examination than it has so far received.

Would it not make more sense to add the gas odo{ant_at the FSRU (rather than at a.cllhr Q;.l:-'?irtl"?ab]e
Eeach metering station), so that leaks alang the pipeline mute ':vnuld be more readily 1
by commercial and recreational boaters (as well as by marine life)?

Inspection and maintenance

i i - 1d be inspected only annually.
DEIS/R specifies that a number of Project sub-gystems wou ¢ ;
Qigs would seem to be an unacceptably long interval for an overall system which raqu!rﬁc:d e?;:r}-s
of its constituent parts to be working flawlessly. A few examples of sub-systems speci
annual inspection include:

+ Firefighting system;!®
» Ballast tanks;!"

« ROV surveys of the risers, anchors, and pipeline-ending manifold, 10

Moreover, the DEIS/R states that “The FSREU would be inspected annually by a classification
society wi.th a special survey by the classification society after five years and every ﬂve yestu._rsns
thereafter.”1% This would appear to represent an unacceptably long period between inspections.

i i i ified as being periodic. (E.g., “Peri-

other inspection and maintenance protocols are specified ing pe . :

];dd;ils}irnr.ernal inlsape.clinn of the pipeline would be conducted using i:m s;:wi:?:m pig, w::;z:: “1;1-0:-1{!
i ipeling’ i ity. 1) All such intervals should have besn

determine the pipeline’s structural integrity.™™ Y I

cisely defined, insofar as the avoidance of many safety and environmental risks would depend

G434-63
cont'd

G434-64

on fulfilling rigorous inspection and maintenance protocels.

160 3.49,
101 253,
102 3.52,
102 2.53,
1D 52,
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G434-64
The Project has been modified since issuance of the October 2004
Draft EIS/EIR, and the main odorant station has been relocated to
the FSRU with a smaller backup odorant facility onshore. Sections

24.1.3,4.2.7,4.7.4,4.12,4.18.4,6.2.2, and 6.2.3 contain updated
text on this topic.

G434-65

Applicable safety standards and agency responsibilities for review,

inspection, and enforcement of safety standards are described in
Section 4.2.6.



Decommissioning

Tmpacts of decommissioning are substantially I{naddresf hsr.d. and 1:::;?5 ﬁ:iﬁcémﬁd at]::lwa't::;m
i o 1 or retention of these comy
B ot it s R.cngm'a ditions, current regulatary requirements, and
time of decommissioning for environmental cond . cu Teq s
TS te degree of risk is accepta
sronmental benefit,” 185 is to suggest that a.ny'mcllm:i_-mma : f -
:Tri?:re is no place for such “hope for the best” thinking in a project of this scale and complexity.

The closest the DEIS/R comes to addressing impacts of docnmm_ission::g isin ]:ta.lmg,m'zﬁ;hr:;:
j ilities decommissioning impacts are expected
removal of Project facilities 15 planned, many : kg
ion.” implicati t all, or virtually all, of the assessed mmp
those of construction.”1% The implication 18 that all, ! i
i = t. Such impacts are reasonably fore-
truction should have been doubled — but th_ay were not. |
:E::hlc. They also should have been included in all cumulative assessments, but were not.

MARINE TRAFFIC

4.3, PDF 335
Total vessel transits

The DEIS/R contains a number of discrepancies in numerical estimates of marine traffic; these
cloud the assessment of risk. On page 4.3-1, it states:

i i ists of approximately 5,000
«anmoal commercial vessel traffic in the area consists of 3 :
large {more than 300 gross tonnage [GT]1) vessels transiting the ooa_stwise '285% o
and from Los Angeles/Long Beach {10,000 transits in total), approximately
large commercial vessels crossing these traffic lanes to enter and leave Port
Hueneme...”

Meanwhile, Table 4.3-1 shows that a total of 1,444 vessel ud]ansita in tml; T?Jﬁc:r:gd \:rq;:]l;itﬁur
i i i its (i same table),
ally: but this number omits fishing vessels transits (in the s '
;ﬂ;;g :[5::'1' a total of 3,652 transits. Further, Table 4.3-3 states that total transits 10 and from Port
Hueneme would be 1,560

How much overlap is there among those numbers? Howdctﬁuﬁn';gﬁumblz :;tda:ﬂ nr::lozrmil:
ith the total of 3,652 transits? Would the tmm:}s to an . .
:.‘:::5 fraction of them already included in the estimates? Tn short, vessel transits are stated in

multiple overlapping terms (in text and in tables), making problematic any assessment of the
total transits that the Project would add to existing traffic.

stated O i i possible exceplion of the exposed pipeline
o e al Mm Tma::;::mﬁln?xmm al |h:!?:|= af decommissicning for
fleor anchors. Remaval o7 n ¢ s
:::;1mmmmwmmlm conditions, earrent regulatory requirements, ind environmental benefit,” Mutrix, at 24,

106 4.1.3,
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2004/G434
G434-66
See the response to Comment G437-20.

The projected FSRU in-service life is a maximum of 40 years.
Because there are too many unknowns regarding the environment
40 years from now, specific impacts are not reasonably
foreseeable. As noted in Section 2.8, supplemental NEPA/CEQA

documentation would be required prior to the decommissioning of
the FSRU.

G434-67

Section 4.3.1 has been updated to clarify the topic. Project-related
LNG carriers would neither cross nor enter the Santa Barbara
Channel TSS under normal operating conditions.



In any case, more recent (and more formal) vessel tfaff}c data is necessary. '1_‘ha puh::ishgd ﬂijé!a
used dates from 1993,107 but anecdotal ohservation ml:!lcates tha't traffic haF mcg:d %in
cantly since then. Also, more specific data foT recreational boaunlg traffic is ne i :%a R
Applicant states, “There is no source for official counts of recreational hoalt;gn R g
{U.8. Department of the Navy 2002)."1% In too many cases, 'BHI‘_B has rel : ::lm :Tb -
estimates provided by personnel at Port Hueneme, without providing any analytical bas

which to confirm or refute these “estimates.”

Aside from the vessel traffic data which the DEIS/R provides, it substantially |fgnoref. ie ma:y
hundreds of recreational boats that travel to the Channel Islands {and ‘t:nt:yont!?i m'mts s mﬁir]t
marinas, incloding Marina Del Rey, King's Harbor (Redondo), San Pedro an ftr:;:;] it ;,f -
{These would not have been identifiable by the Port Hueneme personnel consu i Bk of 10
traffic passes directly through the project area. Similarly, smthl‘:mund yacht rcgaftt i
Barbara to King's Harbor pass through the zone; these can mns*l_st c_af hundreds o sa;ﬁ iy
time.!® On a per-transit basis, these trips are potentially more s._lgmﬁcant manhnncs B&orzgl :

neme and Ventura Harbor becanse while en route they necessarily pass thmug1 ]ra: n el
FSRU location, whereas many of the latier go dm_‘.::liy to and from the Chm;:d slands

heading further east towards the ESRU. All of this should have been addressed.

Transits of BHPB tankers and support vessels

The specified numbers of tanker, tug, and other support v_cssel transits to and from the FSil:“ic
also discrepant — and would apparently be significantly higher than BHPB has sta' wd. i {Erbl& o
the numbers supplied by BHPB are contradictory and indefinite to m{nri df.grec. it T:E;f;: iy
i i in a detail or two., The importan
analysis of vessel transits (below) could be off in 2
Egaardlels‘s of the numbers actually are, BHPB appears to have understated them for the reasons 1
note.}

In one place (table 4.3-3), the DEIS estimates the number of “Minimum and maximom annual
transits to the FSRU” as:

+ Transits of LNG tankers to and from the FSRU = 312

« Transits of mgs and support vessels between Port Hueneme and FSRU =
1,560

TOTAL =1,872

107 “ 4 poroximotely 7,000 commencial vessel movements (cwnu)ﬂ::ﬂ ﬂr:ﬂsen Rmmesir::: ::n;o];t:::_ump?:h
i sbout 3,583 vesse] movemenis 10 rom the Ports Ange
I 1995..-.;2 ﬁmﬁn;} from the nocth and west in route lo paris of Los h.ngclas und L.mgﬁurh'me;:s were 1
1.2%;:-?;:& departures from the same pors 1o the north and west. Stuistical extrapolation of these mmm::rﬁﬁ';:::f
f;nm: estimates through the Santa Barbara Channel Traffic Separation Scheme 6,000 vessel movements,
movements through e Western Approach.” Matriz, i 9.
e ing" and vividly recall ing directly through
109 | have crewed in ceveral of these sail races from Santa Burbara to King's Harbar, and vividly pass
ihe FSRU location — along with hundreds of other sail boots..
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G434-68

Section 4.3.1 discusses vessel traffic. Commercial vessel traffic
information was obtained from USCG (2002 to 2004), the Port of
Hueneme (2004), and the Port of El Segundo (2004). Recreational
and fishing boat traffic data was provided by the National Park
Service (2003) and the Port of Hueneme (2004).

G434-69
See the response to comment G434-68.

G434-70

The National Park Service maintains records about the recreational

vessel traffic that transits the Channel Islands National Park. Table
4.3-1 contains these data.

G434-71

Sections 4.3.1 and 4.3.4 contain information on vessel traffic
between the FSRU and Port Hueneme. The Applicant has updated
its projections of vessel traffic between Port Hueneme and the
FSRU. Projected weekly vessel transits have been reduced. Table
4.3-3 has been updated with these revised projections. Impact
MT-2 in Section 4.3.4 contains the revised analysis of potential
impacts on maritime traffic.



Alternatively, Table 4.3-1 indicates:

= Transits of LNG tankers to and from the FSRU . o= 312
« Transits of tugs and support vessels to and from site = 832
TOTAL =1,144

These numbers amount to weekly transits of 36 or 22, respectively. But the DEIS/R states
elsewhere that the total vessel transits would be 11 per weel, 110

Which accounting is to be believed? It would appear that the first, hig_hsr number (1,872 am'!ual
transits) would be closer to the truth, insofar as the applicant has specified l‘ha?l four tug transits
weuld be made for each tanker visit; this would be 624 tg transits alone, which Iwould comprise
a disproportionate share of the total support vessel transits in the second accounting.

Assuming the higher number (1,872} is correct, it is still Signiﬁcan]‘.ly too low, bcca._usc: the
DEIS/R does not account for tanker traffic when the FSRU is running at full capacity. (MNor does
it assess many other factors under full-capacity conditions!) The analyses are based on the
assumption that the FSRU will be producing 800 million cu.ft. of gas per day; however, l.h"" :
specified peak production capacity is 1.5 billion cu.ft. per day. Keeping the F"SRU supplied v!um
LNG to achieve peak production would mean that the number of tanker transits could be as high
as 585 annually.’!! That would represent an additional 273 tanker transits over what has been
specified. It would result in as many as 1.25 tanker trips per day, or 8.75 per week.

That in turn would raise the number of other potential vessel transits. The two tug trips specified
for each arrival and departure of a tanker would add an additional 1,092 tug lran511§.| '2_ S‘u‘ppIy
and crew vessels transits would also increase by an unknown _amuum (not necessarily in direct
proportion; to be conservative, Jet's estimate that they would increase by only 10 percent, from
936 ta ~1,030).

Adding these additional transits to the specified base number of 1,872 results in atqiﬂ of 4,267
transits per year.!® In other words, running the FSRU at (hypothetical) peak capacity could
result in 2.3 times as many vessel transits as has been specified.

The implications are significant with respect to many of the various assessments. Ttlafﬁc risks
would of course increase substantially (and not nm-.s;a:i]y Iinea.i_'lyj'. cnv:rum:_nemal impacts of
air and water discharges would increase; as would noise, aesthetic, and other impacts.

In addition, the DEIS/R fails to recognize that vessel traffic is not merely a function of gquanfity.
The operation would be a complicating factor along the shipping lane. Tankers would enter and

10 [CITE.]

1E Multiplying the stated 312 transits times 1,675 (the ratio of 15/8).

112 273 additional tanker transits times 4 g transits each.

113 1 §72 + 273 tanker trips + 1,092 tug trips + 1,030 other support vessels.
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LNG carriers approaching and departing the Cabrillo Port FSRU
would travel on the routes depicted in Figure 4.3-2 (also see
Section 4.3.1.3). LNG carriers would neither cross nor enter the
Santa Barbara Channel coastwise traffic lanes under normal
operating conditions. The FSRU would be located about 2 nautical
miles from the southbound coastwise traffic lane. Given this
distance, its presence, under normal operating conditions, would
not interfere with operations in the coastwise traffic lanes.

LNG carriers and commercial vessels longer than 65 feet (20 m)
would be equipped with an automatic identification system (AIS) so
that they would be able to detect other LNG carriers and other
vessels. Also, LNG carriers would be responsible for adhering to
the "rules of the road" for ship traffic. Section 4.3.1.4 describes
safety measures to be used.



exit the Janes at indeterminate points north and south of the FSRU, as wslll as in its vicinity.! %
Due to varying sca and weather conditions and the freely-rotating orientation of the FSRU, these
points would vary over several miles. (1t'd be like having a freeway with different onramps and
offramps every time you drove it.)

The DEIS/R states that approximately 250 large commercial vessels mss_thc traffic lanes to
enter and leave Port Hueneme annually.!' This number represents a baseline measure of current
shipping lane disruption in the project area. As nmf:ad in the first paragraph of this section, the
Project would add at least another 936 annual transits, and as many as ~4,000 that would also
cross shipping lanes (a1l support wessels would, regardless of origin; and some of the tankers
would, as discussed below at “Tanker Approaches.”) Thus, the Project wc_mld increase the num-
ber of lane cressings by a factor of 3 to 16 times. Moreover, the resultant increase in the com-
plexity of traffic interactions represents a potentially significant unaddressed impact, beyond just
the additional gquantities.

Tanker approaches
Analysis of impacts of tanker appreaches to the FSRU is incomplete; here are a few examples.

The bow of the FSRU would typically be headed into the prevailing WNW winds, or roughly
towards Anacapa — the exact opposite of what is stated in the DE[SJ’E.“'E ‘!‘ank:srs wo'uld berth
on its starboard side (closest to Oxnard). To achieve the specified m-lenml_mn, incoming ta_n_kars
would have to be mrned as much as 270 degrees. It appears that the Applicant may have mis-
stated the prevailing wind direction in order to conceal the amount :::f tanker spinning the tgs
would have to do. Depending on sea conditions, such tanker spinmng ‘cou!d he haza:rdou&.1n
that at least three closely-linked vessels would be simultaneously altering rh_esr hefmlm_gs ‘.’""’h
respect to the prevailing swell direction; there could be lots of fender-bumping, with significant
(unaddressed) potential for accidents.

Tn any case, given that tugs won't be used until the tanker reached its final approach, the tanker
would have 1o steer a wide loop to approach the FSRU from the ]andwar.d m_dc: either by 1)
heading in near Anacapa Island and coming about clockwise, or 2) hr:a_dmg in tuwau_-ds Pt. Dume
and coming about in a counter-clockwise direction. Inthe ﬁFst case, this could require that they
transit through the CINMS zone — an approach that may be illegal, and at best is against
guidelines.

In the second case, heading towards Malibu and coming about counterclockwise, the tankers

would have to cross the Scuthbound shipping lanc against traffic - twice. Clearly that shounld be

prohibited. Thus, assuming the FSRU would most often be moored hcad:‘mg_; into the p‘re.:.-ailiqg
winds and currents, there may be no safe approach route for tankers. What is a tanker's “turning
radins,” worst-case? How far within CINMS might that penetrate?

134 spgarine raffic will enter and leave via the existing shipping lane.” Matrix, ot 27.
15 434,
116 {CITE]
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G434-73
See the responses to Comments G434-71 and G434-72. Section

4.3.4 discusses impacts associated with the increased vessel traffic
due to the proposed Project.

G434-74
Figure 4.3-2 provides the tanker approach and departure route.

This route has been agreed upon by the Applicant, USCG, and the
U.S. Navy.

G434-75

As discussed in G434-72, the LNG carriers would neither cross nor
enter the TSS. Under normal operating conditions, the LNG carriers
would only approach Cabrillo Port from the south and would not

enter the existing boundaries of the CINMS, either during approach
or departure.
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